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Continuation of Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was agreed to if an 
agreement was reached, or any other comments: Applicant and his representative called to inquire about the 
restriction. They asked about the "separate utility" requirement. Cuneo explained that separate utility in this context 
merely meant that the invention of group 2 can exist and be useful by itself, outside of the combination of group 1. 
Cuneo further explained that from the preamble of claims 1 and 1 5, it seems that the application is trying to capture the 
electronic assembly in claim 1 and merely the composite plastic portion in claim 15. Applicant and his representative 
then asked about amending the claims to clarify that claim 15 is also drawn to the sandwich structure with the 
electronics. Cuneo explained that a response to the requirement must include an election, but that if the claims were 
amended so that claims 1 and 15 were both drawn to the same subjectmatter, then a combination/subcombination 
restriction would no longer hold. She mentioned that in that case, a species requirement may or may not be valide (the 
specification would have to be consulted). Cuneo also mentioned that irrespective of the election, any nonelected 
claims including allowable subjectmatter can be rejoined. The applicant may file an amendment with the response to 
the restriction requirement. 



